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SCHONL FACILITIES STATUS IN VIRGINIA

INTRODUCTION

Over the past few vears, a great deal of attention has been
given to the physical condition of the public school buildings in
this country. This attention has been concurrent with the
numerous reports on public education. Lt the same time, however,
the condition of the school facilities has be=en secondary to the
main thrust of these reports on what needs to be done to and for
the public educational program. Understandably. people in all
walks of life and in various responsibilities have been more
concerned about the programs that are carried on 1in the school
facilities than 1in the space where the instructional/learning
program takes place.

Educators who have worked in both good and poor facilities
can emphatically attest to the need for buildings that will
adequately support the educational programs that the school
division offers. In addition to the emnirical evidence from
practitioners of building effect upon the learners, there is

sufficient research findings to support the fact that facilities

do in fact have a&an impact vupon the effectiveness of the

instructional program (icGuffey, 1982;Eqdwvards, 1991). In spite of
these evidences, educators are so many times forced to house

students in facilities that no lorger fit the educational program

}-

or in buildings that are not in & good state of repair.
Oftentines the reason Zor thir o the lack of ademiite funds to

correct the situation.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SURVEY

To determine the scope of funding for the facility needs of

‘nia, a descriptive study was mounted.

L

the public schools 1in Virg
s a response to the proposed study, a survey instrument was
developed to obtain data on several phases of school facilities in

the Commonwealth. The ingtrument that was developed for the study

contained 26 separate iters to which local school personnel were

asked to respond. These Items were grouped around three main
parts of the stuay: Carital improvement Projects, Maintenance
Projects and Inventory Systens. The survey instrument was

submitted to four experts in the field of facility planning for
validation and critigue.

The population of the study was all 136 school divisions of

the Commonwealth. A total of 121 school divisions actually
responded with a completed curvey instrument. This represented a

92 percent return.

FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY

School division personnel throighout the Commonwealth exhibit
a great deal of planning srpertice in housing the students of the
local school systems. This was demonstrated by the fact that a
high percentage of systems nave an up-to-date capital impr..vement
program in place and 1t is concurrent with the state mandated leng
range plan anproved by ths school board. Obvicusly, the school
divisions with the aqreatert need for nes facilities o@ building

mmprovenments have vhoe oreavest planning demand and a resultant
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the amount of funds needed for maintenance 1is contained in the

following table.

Table I
Mainterance Funds Needed

Time IrameAmount of Funds
For academic year 1990-91 $2720,010,704
For total maintenance rneeGs S&0C, 692, 100

Bring buildings up to standard $1,465.167,600

v

For the current academic vyear approximately $200 million will be
expended for maintenance of puildings. On a per pupil cost basis,
the range for such expenditures is from $4451,68 in King and Queen
County to a lovr of ¢ .1 in Halifax County. For the total

projected maintenance nceds, approximately 5400 million will be

needed and if school divisions could bring all buildings up to the

standard of the bes:t school in the division, approximately $1.5
billion would be needed. Although these amounts nay seem large in

totality, on a per pupil basis, thev ar

v

[0l

very small -- $209.00 per
yvear for reguested maintenance needs; $418.70 for a & year period;

$1,521.60 for all maintenance needs to bring every facllity in the

rh

scheol division to the stancdard for the hest schoel buildinog, I

rthe state were to fund thsz mairntenance needs of every school
diviszion, the cost Lot nuwil wovid e indeed smail; however, thesec
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is not evenly distributed among the school divisions. Again, these
funds are from local resources only and the wealth of the locality
then plays a big part in the availability of such funds.

Many factors impinge upon the amcunt of funds allocated to
local school maintenance projects, the rnost important one 1is t+he
political power structure in evidence in the local school
division. No matter hos forceful and thorough the school
administrationvand school board are in their request for funding,
in Virginia, the local governing bod, makes the final decision.
The Board of Supervisors or Cicy Council is the political body
charged with the responsibility of levving taxes and allocating

funds to the varicus local agencies including the schools. AS

m

result, this body is very sensitive to the limits of taxation they
believe the citizenry will permit. Oftentimes the locel governing
body finds the maintenance portion of the scheol budget convenient
to reduce to stay with the limits of acceptable taxa&ion. When
this happens regulariy, the buildings deteriorate to dangerous
proportions long before the end of the useful life of the building
is reached.

Because Virginia has contrasting geographis regions with
varying degrees of assets and resources, it was decided to
investigate the deuree to which this had a bearing upon the
rmaintenance needs. In order to determine the amount of wvariance
caused py the location of the school division in relationship to

the amount of maintenancs funds needed, a one-way analysis of

variancs was conducoed. The state was Glvided into five regions:
southwoest, northerr., centreal, Leninaula‘castern shore, and
0 7



southeastern. The latter regiorn included Richmond and the
neighboring counties of Hanover, Eenrico, and Chesterfield. aAn

ANCOVA was run for each of these regions using the three estimates

of maintenance funds needed -- for one year, to complete the six
vear progran, and funds to bring a>}l schools up to standard. in

each case, a significant {p < .01) F ratio was found indicating

the location of the school division waz significantly associated

-

with the amount of funds estimated D, school personnel. This was

hardly surprising because the number oI sctudents and, therefore,
the number of school buildings is also directly related to the
Obviously, the estimates

for the larges:t amounts of funds were located in the northern and

southeastern regions which also contaln the schoel divisions with

the most growthh in student popuiation. The analysis simply
confirmed what was known before.
Many school divisions report having « preventative

1

maintenance program in existence kut these programs do not cover

some of the mcre basic elements of the building. The Jgreatest
numpber of programs cover the heating system. Coverage 1s not

uniform in spite of the fact that a preventative maintenance

program 1s crucial to the well-functioning of a building.
School division personnel are dealing with several

environmental problems in buildings. rpproximately 82 percent of

N4

the reporting school divisions indicated asbestos removal is still
a problem. Other problems such ar radon gas, underground storage
ranks and lead in drinking water are o0 i10 concerns fer oa larae
number of school diviaions,

S




The third area of investigaticn dealt with school building
inventories. At one time, school divisions were required by law
to malntain such an inventory. Presently, maintaining an up-to-
date local school building inventory 1is a local concern for the
school division, in spilite of legal mandates. in spite of this,
over 92 percent of the school divisions keep an up-to-date
inventory. Only 31.8 npercent of the school divisions have
computerized the inventory, which means only the large school
systems have done it. This i1s also indicative of the fact that
school divisions with a substantial building program are the ones
that actually maintain a computerized inventory and use 1t 1in

vrlanning.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of the heavy reliance upon local funds to finance
both the capital improvement and maintenance needs of the school
division, there is a disparity in effort between the wealthy and
poor school divisions. This disparity can also result because of
a difference in philosophical beliefs concerning the expenditure
of local tax dollars, but for the most part, school divisions with
limited taxing ability are the ones that have the greatest need
for assistance in housing students in adeqguate facilities. In the
absence of outside assistance, many school divisions can not

provide the type of safe housing that a modern educational program

demands.
1. The state legislature should initiate a__ study to
determine the best method for _assisting school




Board of Education. Distribution of the funds should be on a need
basics with a local effort factor. 211 school divisions cshould
qualify for some assistance based upon the wealth, need ana effort

of the locality.

This fund snhould be capitalized at approximately $103

N

each year for the next five vears. Tne difference between the $79C

nmillion needed for up-daring of all scneol facilities ard the $540

]

vould cone from local sources.
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million of propose
The $100 million would represent only about $100.00 per pupil each
year for five years in state funde. with the current eccnomic
dowm-turn, the econony «of the state would be enhanced with the
investment of $.0C miliion per vear for maintenarce projects in
all parts of thes state. Uithout thiz type of cencouragement, nmany
of the less wealthy cchool divisions will continus to defer
maintenance projects until the costs are much higher than at
present.

3, The State Board of Education should assist all school

divisions in establishing and maintaining a__viable

preventative maintenance program.

2ll school divisions could benefit from a comprehensive

preventative maintenance program that includes all systems of each

builiding. Evidrnce shows that oniy about half of the school
divisions have such a program. Further, with the arception of

large school sistems, rhe preventative wmaintenance program  inr
small school divisions doss nor cover essential components of the

building.
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either expand cthe existing program or establish a new program
through workshops and technical assistance programs. Pichout this
type of assistance, lcocal school divisions may not see che wisdon
of such a comprehensive program and not implemsnt it.

4, The State Board of Education should initiate a studvy

to develop a computerized, uniform school building

inventory system to be used in all scheol division

't

Although 92 percent of the school divisions maintain & school
building inventory, few are computerized. Sore  inventerlieos are
simply a listing of the school building with only the most mearger
data recorded. Such an inventory is of little use when or
make decisions as to whnat building the various students should
attend, changes in bus routes, or similar management decisions.
The benefits of & computerized system that 1is uniform throughou
the state arc many. If an inventory system can provide hetlev

data, then better decisions can be made. A computerized inventory
can be maintained up-to-date at less cog” than a mranual syster ana
it can be more accurate in the data stored.

5. The State Board of Education should strengthen the

Energy and Facilities Section of the State Department

of Education to assist in the provisions of extended

services to local school divisions as called for in

this report.

For many years the Energy ana Facilities Sccotion o ohe S0ar..
Department of Education has been the off
reviewing the architectural plans for nrn congtroction, cenoca d

and improvements Iu accordance with stare law, A Dol Dol ol e




this service is to most ol the school divisions, it is perceived
as an interference py the largest school divisions. On the other

hand, this service of review has been very beneficial for smaller

school divisions. The state department of education staff has
acted in the past as a sort of adjunct to the sche staff in
reviewing architectural plans and drawings. Such service should
continue for those schoo!l divisions that recd it: laraer schonl

systems with architectural review expertise might be exemnpt.
Nevertheless, if the state is to share in the funding of capital

improvements and verhaps maintenance projects, this section of the
department of education should Dbe strengthened o service the
school divisions adecguately.

6. The State Board of Education should provide leadership

in strengthening the school facility planning

capability of local school divisions by establishing a

planning methodology for all capital proijects.

Mdany school systems simply do not know how to plan school
facilities. As a result, planning of f{facilities is oftentimes
done by non-educators for educators rather than the ed. ators
actualiy guiding a:.¢ administering thne planning process. The
local school division personnel should recognize the planning
responsibilities incumbent upon them and should be knowledgeable
about how <co discharge them. If, howerer the logal planning

methodoloay 1s left to the discretion of a superintendent who is

perhaps not knowledgesable abour physica. planninag efforts or a

person who does not Rave a planning stali to properiv assist, the
degree of planning will rnat irprove.  The State Poord of BEducation

£ ey
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should, therefore, promote an enligntened planning nethodology and
hold staff development acrivities in local school divisions to
disseminate such. Through a definition of appropriate planning

nethodoloyy and starff development activities to insure its u

6]

e,
the planning of facilities could improve measurably throughout the

Commonvealth.
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APPENDIX
STATE GROUPINGS OF SCHOOL DIVISIONS

The state was divided into five regions to determine if any

differences in criterion variables existed across locaticns within

the state. The regions were defined as follnws:
Region 1 - Southwesterrn Viralinia, including all counties west
of Bath, Rockbridge, Amherst,

-

Appomatax, Campbell and Pittsylvania

[\
i

Region Northern Virginia, including the counties of
Frederick, Clarke, Varren, Fauquier, Stafford,

Prince *illiam, Loudon, Falrfax and Arlington

Region 3 - Central Virginia, including all counties between

Region ¢ - Peninsula and Eastern Shore, south %o include to
Region 5 - Southeastern Virginia, including Richmond and the




ANALYSIS OF VAPIANCE RESULTS
In Table IIa are ths results of a one-way analysis of
;' estimares of total maintenance needs across

variance of districts

the state regions.

ANOUA Resulilts of Division Escimates of Total

Maintenance lleeds Lorose Fegions

Source of sum of af Mean Square F
Variation Sguares
Region 5.97 < [ .49 3.556*
Residuai 4.16 oo 4.20
Toral 4.7976 ER
*p < .01

n the ANOVA

[

A significant (p < .(0.) F ratio was found

results on the estimates of total maintenance needs. This result
indicates that the districts' Location is significantly associated

(M

with the amount of funds estimated to be required for maintenance

needs.

—.
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Table IIb

Group Means and Standard Errors for Division Estimates

of Total Maintenance Needs Zcross Regions

Regions

1

N

(%)

O]

4

= 31
= 21356085
= 12
= 8137518
= 12

Standard Errors

1080788

1798539

1164691
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to have the lowest mean.

the highest mean w
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Table IIIa contains the ANOVA results of the analysis of the
division estimates of needed maintenance funds for the 1990-91

school vear across state regions.

LNOVA Results of the Division Estimates of Needed

Maintenance Funds for 1990-91 Across tha Regions

Source of Sum of df lfean Square F
Variation Sguares
Region 6.50 4 1.62 L.65*
Residual 4.16 99 4.20
Total 4.76 103
*p o< .01

A second significant relationship was found involving the
state regions. The above summary shows the division estimates of
funds required for the current school year are significantly

affected by the regilions in which they are located (p < .01).

Table 1110,

18 iC\




Group Means and Variances for Division Estimates of

Needed Maintenance Funds for 1990-91 Across the Regions

Regions Means Standard Errors

1 x = 1239668 303275.1
o= 32

2 X o= 3174678 499648.5
N = 14

3 » = 961562.7 320618.9
N = 34

4 wo= 792784 L 18270€.3
N = 1B

5 ¥ o= 2117526 467378 .4
N = 15

Reglon 3 appears to have the largest mean and Region

}-
QJ
U
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L
(4]

have the smallest mean.
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In Table IVa is shown the third one-way analysis of variance.
The region in which a division 1s located 1s significantly
associated with the rtotal dollar amount of the complete Capital

Improvement Program.

Table IVa
ANOVA Resulits of the Division Zinount of Complete

Capital Improvement Program ACross the Regions

Source of Sum of daZ Mean Square F
Variation Squares

Region 1.22 < 3.05 3.23%
Residual 6.99 74 9.44

Total g.21 78




Jariances for Division Amount ol

Reglons Means Standard Errors
1 o= ELLTLZT 6552882

2 o= 3¢=l:L0C 652586¢C
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5 W= 34Z22I00 7585107
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Region 2 appears to have tne hignzs:t ms2an while Region

to have the lowest mean.
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